and MSHA has approved the plan, its provisions are enforce-
able as though they were mandatory standards.  Zeigler Coal
Co. v. Kleppe, 536 P.2d 398, 409 (D.C. Cir. 1976).  Thus, a
question concerning the parties' intent and understanding
as expressed in an approved plan is an important one.  Before
we can undertake to determine whether a plan was violated,
we first need findings as to what the plan requires.
Shamrock Coal Co., 5 FMSHRC 845, 848-52 (May 1983); Perm
Allegh Coal Co., 3 FMSHRC 2757, 2769-70 {December 1981).
Only after this is determined can those requirements be
applied to particular facts to resolve whether a violation
of the plan has occurred.  Id.  The same principle applies
to the more basic question of whether a particular provision
of the plan is applicable to the situation at hand.

In this case, the paragraph in question (19 (a)) begins:
"Where roof falls have occurred and at all overcast, boom
hole, and other construction sites that require removal of
mine roof material...,"  This main paragraph goes on to
require that the roof shall be considered unsupported at
all these sites and further that if miners are required to
enter any of these enumerated areas, the roof shall be
adequately supported.  Subparagraph (2) under paragraph
19 (a) then specifically addresses only one of the conditions
addressed in the main paragraph, i.e., roof falls, stating
that "adequate temporary support on not more than 5-foot
centers shall'be installed at the edge of the fall where
work is to be started" (emphasis added).

The respondent argues that this requirement contained in
subparagraph (2) addresses a particular type of work site,
and there is no indication that it is intended to apply to
the other types of work sites addressed in the introductory
paragraph.  Counsel states in his brief that "[h]ad the
parties intended otherwise, they could easily have so pro-
vided."  I agree they could have easily drafted the require-
ments more concisely.

On the other hand, the Secretary's position is and
Inspector Moody testified that the term "fall" as utilized
within Safety Precaution No. 19(a)(2) encompasses not only
roof falls with reference to the term "at the edge of the
fall," but also, falls of roof caused by the removal of roof
by blasting, ripping with a continuous mining machine, or
cutting with a cutting machine or other means at the con-
struction site.  As a practical matter, this interpretation
of the requirement is the only one that makes any sense,
reading the paragraph and its subparagraphs together in
their entirety.  Therefore, I find that the provision of
the roof control plan cited in the instant citation is ap-
plicable in this case and is sufficiently definite to be
legally enforceable.
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